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A lthough academic institutions occupy a unique employment sector, with unusual organizational characteristics and labor market conditions, they may be viewed as strategic sites for examining the gender segregation of jobs. In most colleges and universities, jobs are clearly segmented into the same distinct categories: faculty, top administrators, professional support personnel, clerical workers, and service workers. This segmentation makes comparisons across firms less problematic than in other employment sectors with more heterogenous ways of creating a division of labor.
Colleges and universities are unusual in other ways as well. They rely extensively on federal revenues, have mandatory equal employment opportunity (EEO-6) reporting procedures, and are often sponsored by and accountable to state governments. These intersecting conditions create strong pressures for academic organizations to comply with affirmative action regulations, at least minimally. At the same time, considerable variability in the gender composition of employees is to be expected because of the wide discretion that academic institutions exercise in developing and justifying their affirmative action goals and recruitment procedures, such as variations in the definition and narrowness of job qualifications and classifications and different ways of measuring the pool of available labor (like the state versus the national level).
This article reports on a study of the levels of segregation by gender in academia-an employment sector in which one would expect the results of affirmative action to be especially pronounced. Using 1991 EEO-6 reports from a census of all four-year colleges and universities in the United States, I analyzed the gender composition (percentage female) of current employees and those recently hired, as well as overall measures of job segregation. To avoid the problems of underestimating gender segregation that are associated with the use of aggregate occupational-level data (Bielby and Baron 1984), I used the organization as the unit of analysis. After describing women's level of representation at the aggregate level across various categories of postsecondary jobs, the article then explores the extent to which women's representation in these categories varies across organizations. Last, a contextual analysis identifies key organizational conditions under which gender segregation of postsecondary workers is the most and least severe. For this portion of the article, I matched EEO-6 employment reports to additional organizational-level data, which allowed me to explore the links among organizational, metropolitan, and regional contexts and the gender composition of the institutions' employees.
BACKGROUND Institutional Characteristics
A large array of institutional characteristics has been linked to gender inequities in the workplace, including institutional size, unionization, gender composition of the power structure, and dependence on governmental resources. These factors are important in themselves because they signify organizational variations in personnel procedures, working conditions, or opportunity structures. They are also of interest because they are related, at least indirectly, to different theoretical arguments about the roots of gender discrimination Gender Segregation 153 in organizations: institutionalized discrimination to protect men's organizational positions and privileges, "statistical discrimination" based on employers' expectations of gender differences in training and commitment to work, and organizational responses to constraints imposed by the local and regional labor supply and by political entities.
The relative power of these competing explanations is difficult to assess at the organizational level because the theories pose complex organizational dynamics that escape direct observation. But indirect measures of these processes may be useful in revealing distinctive patterns that align better with one explanation than another. The institutional characteristics I investigated appear in Figure 1 .
Curbs on Institutionalized Discrimination
Theories of institutionalized discrimination, or "status closure" (Feagin and Feagin 1978; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993), contend that dominant status groups engage in ongoing attempts, both direct and indirect, to maintain privileged positions in the workplace. These privileges may be ingrained in an organization's norms (Alvarez and Lutterman 1979) , recruitment procedures (Reskin and Hartmann 1986 ), division of labor, and job-allocation processes (Bielby and Baron 1984) . Privileges can be perpetuated and restricted to dominant groups through informal networks of information and decision making (Feagin and Eckberg 1980). Those who control access to the ladders of ascending organizational authority may use increasingly elaborate screening mechanisms that are based on their social similarities with potential newcomers, a form of "homosocial reproduction" that is most pronounced in elite organizational positions (Kanter 1977) . In this view of institutionalized discrimination, the efforts to maintain male privileges focus on restricting women from the most desirable jobs and assigning them to those of lower quality. This view is consistent with ample evidence of gender sorting by rank in the workplace, with men represented disproportionately in more highly skilled jobs and those that carry the greatest authority and opportunities for advancement.
In academia, these processes would concentrate women in service-maintenance positions and would increasingly block their access to jobs of greater skill, authority, status, and rewards, culminating in widespread exclusion from top administrative and faculty jobs, particularly those that are tenured. Their subtlety makes most forms of institutionalized discrimination difficult to detect or measure directly (Jenkins 1986 ). But there is reason to expect to find variations in organizations' ability to exclude women from desirable jobs. Organizations may differ (1) in their exposure to competition and hence in their ability to absorb the economic inefficiencies associated with discrimination, (2) in the presence of structural supports and impediments to discrimination, and (3) in the presence of internal constituencies that influence their personnel practices.
Neoclassical economists have argued that by restricting access to the available labor pool, discrimination imposes costs that organizations in more competitive environments may be unable to afford (Becker 1957) . Highly competitive conditions with low profit margins increase the incentive to hire low-cost workers (such as women and minorities), particularly in labor-intensive firms (Cohn 1985) and in the employment categories in firms that have the highest labor costs (Tomaskovic-Devey 1993). The nature of competition in academia is arguably different than it is in most private-sector for-profit firms. Academic competition may conceivably center on scarcities of enrollment, faculty, research grants, governmental funding, or prestige. Rather than attempt to pinpoint the most salient facets of competition among particular colleges, I investigated endowments as a general measure of protection from competition.
Well-endowed institutions could provide greater discretionary resources for Kulis administrators, enabling them to act on personal preferences or to exercise discriminatory tastes even when doing so results in administrative inefficiencies (Child 1972). Their relatively unencumbered financial resources may enable them to absorb better the supposedly higher labor costs of discriminating against women, particularly in the hiring of faculty, an area in which high labor costs in academia are concentrated. Endowments are, of course, related to other key institutional characteristics that may be at work. Because heavily endowed institutions also tend to be more prestigious, their prestige enhances their competitive position in the market for top administrators and faculty. In addition, few public institutions are well endowed, and endowments lessen these institutions' dependence on federal revenues. In the analysis to follow, the large sample of institutions allowed me to examine the impact of endowments while controlling for the influence of some of its concomitants.
Institutionalized discrimination may also be facilitated by the constraints posed by tenure systems on the internal labor market. The degree to which the current faculty have tenured appointments may be an indication of the motivation and opportunity of privileged groups to restrict these privileges to themselves. Widespread tenure also limits opportunities to change the gender composition by hiring new faculty and may freeze past patterns of discrimination in place. But although heavily tenured institutions may have scarce opportunities to hire women faculty, these limitations may lead to more intensive efforts to place women in other professional jobs or in non-tenuretrack faculty jobs.1 It is unlikely that the pervasiveness of tenure will affect women's representation in nonprofessional positions.
Variations in organizational structure may also facilitate or constrain institutionalized forms of discrimination. For example, in firms with more formalized procedures, women are better represented and there is less segregation by job titles (Szafran 1982 
Organizational Variations in Statistical Discrimination
Statistical discrimination is an indirect form of discrimination, motivated by economic efficiency, not gender prejudices or the promotion of the interests of one's status group. It occurs when employers assess an individual's potential work performance on the basis of the aggregate characteristics of an individual's gender (or racial) group. These assessments may be based on assumptions about women's behavior in the workplace that are unfounded in the case of specific individuals or for the aggregate as a whole. The theory maintains that when employers make personnel decisions, they substitute expectations based on group averages or variances, rather than assess individuals' level of educational achievement, labor productivity, and commitment to work (Arrow 1973; Phelps 1972; Thurow 1975) .
Critics have challenged the assumption that these judgments by employers actually optimize economic outcomes, on both logical and empirical grounds Kulis (Bielby and Baron 1986; England 1994). The economic rationale underlying statistical discrimination centers on the expected costs of training and paying employees and employers' uncertainty in assessing applicants' aptitude for specific jobs and future productivity. In the case of potential female employees, statistical-discrimination arguments tend to focus on presumptions about the quality of applicants' education and level of commitment to work, particularly the costs to employers of high turnover rates (Bielby and Baron 1986; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993).
There are ample historical grounds in academia for the presumptions behind statistical discrimination to take root. One legacy of these patterns of exclusion is that they can become self-fulfilling through statistical discrimination. Increasingly outmoded beliefs about the inferior training and performance of professional women workers may continue to have an impact on personnel decisions, decreasing women's chances of obtaining the more desirable jobs and rewards of the workplace.
I could not measure directly employers' assumptions that prompt statistical discrimination. But what institutional pressures are most likely to lead to their emergence? If it is motivated by a desire to minimize organizations' most expensive training and labor costs in jobs in which skills are the most difficult to assess, statistical discrimination is likely to arise in the highest-status and bestpaid jobs in academia, those held by tenured faculty and top administrators. And statistical discrimination is most likely to arise in institutions that are facing the greatest pressure to sort out extraordinarily competent applicants, particularly when indicators of future performance are unavailable, unreliable, or ambiguous. If it is fueled by expectations that female candidates will be less capable of enhancing institutions' prestige and eminence in research, statistical discrimination may emerge with particular force in research-oriented and highly prestigious institutions. This situation would result in a lower level of representation for women in these institutions, but the effects should center primarily on top faculty and executive jobs in which it is most difficult, and most critical, to identify extraordinary talent through uncertain qualitative assessments of the prospective candidates' teaching, research, or administrative ability.
Geographic Constraints on the Supply of Female Professionals
For reasons that are intertwined with family and gender-role dynamics, the mobility of women academics in national labor markets appears to be more restricted than that of their male counterparts (Marwell, Rosenfeld, and Spilerman 1979). Because gender norms give precedence to husbands' over wives' careers and women tend to marry older men with more established careers, married women academics may be at a higher risk of becoming geographically "rooted." In the critical move from college or graduate school to their first jobs, women academics may be disproportionately inclined to seek positions near the sites where they were trained and less likely to consider positions that are far away.
Despite the widespread impression that academic job markets are national in scope, there is evidence that the move from graduate school to a first faculty job tends to be geographically shorter than expected (Hargens 1969 Another geographic effect may arise because of the precedence given husbands' careers, which would draw female professionals disproportionately to employment settings where their husbands find plentiful job opportunities, such as large metropolitan areas (Rosenfeld 1984 ). Perceptions of potential losses to their husbands' careers appear to deter women from considering better job opportunities for themselves at new locations, although this dynamic is lessened when dual-earner couples reject traditional family gender roles (Bielby and Bielby 1992). The problem is exacerbated for those who operate in the tight academic job market because alternative jobs are few and often require moves to distant geographic areas in which both spouses may not be able to find attractive positions.
Still another geographic effect may arise because women in academia are also more likely to be married to fellow academics than are male academics and hence may seek employment in areas with a large number of colleges and universities where both they and their husbands can find jobs more easily (Abramson 1975 ). According to the logic of these arguments, colleges and universities will find women more readily available in the labor pool for professional jobs if they are located in large metropolitan areas, those with dense clusters of postsecondary job opportunities, and those close to the regional centers of doctoral production.
Of course, the greater availability of conducive employment opportunities in these areas may increase the number of women (and men) competing for jobs in them. Thus, women's individual chances of obtaining employment may actually be worse than in the rural heartland. Moreover, the greater supply of academic women in "favorable" geographic locations may enable institutions in these areas to expand employment in the "secondary sector," directing women disproportionately into nontenure-track faculty jobs. Although there is a theoretical and empirical precedent to expect these geographic constraints to operate for women in professional positions, I made no predictions regarding their impact on other types of jobs. 4. To the extent that geography constrains women's representation in the local professional labor market, professional women will be better represented in institutions located in large metropolitan areas or close to regional centers of graduate production and those with many postsecondary institutions and academic job opportunities.
External Political Constraints
5. In public institutions and those receiving more of their revenues from the federal government, women's representation will be higher in all job categories typically dominated by men, and job segregation by gender will be the lowest.
DATA AND METHODS
The data for this study came from 1991 EEO-6 reports that were filed by virtually every four-year college and university in the United States. These reports are legally required from all institutions and are mandatory to remain eligible for federal assistance to institutions and their students. Because these data constitute a nearly complete census, sampling error is negligible and conventional notions of statistical significance do not apply. Thus, in this article, I provide information on significance only in regression analyses to flag the most sizable and stable coefficients.
The EEO-6 reports enumerated employees in the fall of 1991, separately by gender and race-ethnicity, in several major employment categories: (1) administrative-executive-managerial, (2) faculty, (3) other support-of-service professionals, (4) technical and paraprofessional, (5) clerical and secretarial, (6) skilled craft, and (7) The third measure, also based on H, applies only to the composition of the faculty and gauges the extent to which men and women faculty are segregated into six different academic ranks (full, associate, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, other). The results for this last measure are similar if rank is defined using four levels, with instructors, lecturers, and "other" ranks collapsed into one category and contrasted with full, associate, and assistant professors. H is undefined when the faculty is all male or all female, which excluded the affected institutions from the analysis. However, only 17 institutions have allmale faculties and 2 more have allfemale faculties, constituting only 1 percent of all the institutions in the study.
Of more concern is the possibility that these measures of gender segregation fluctuate radically when there are few employees overall in a college or university. I reexamined the results of regressions of H after I excluded all the small postsecondary institutions with fewer than 100 employees (about 200 cases). The exclusion of these institutions did not change the pattern of effects appreciably, so I retained them in all the results I present next. However, the number of cases available for regression analyses varies somewhat across job categories because some institutions, usually small ones, did not report figures for every job. Appendix B presents descriptive statistics for all the variables in the analyses.
RESULTS

Women's Representation in the Aggregate
There are major differences in the kinds of jobs that male and female college employees hold at the aggregate (national) level. More than a third (36 percent) of all female employees are concentrated in clerical positions, and 24 percent more occupy nonfaculty professional positions (data not presented in the tables). In contrast, the single largest category of employment for men is tenured faculty appointments, which are held by 25 percent of the men but only 6 percent of the women. Proportionally more of the men than of the women are found in top administrative, tenure-track, non-tenure-track, craft, and service jobs. 
Predicting the Gender Composition of Hiring Pools
Because these results are based on the gender composition of all current employees, regardless of their years of tenure in the jobs, they reflect, to some degree, the forces of organizational inertia and variations in turnover rates. Thus, some of the relationships may be the legacy of organizational influences on personnel decisions that are no longer in operation. Examining the gender composition of recently hired employees opens a window on the impact of current organizational conditions (see Table 2 ). These analyses, however, explain little of the variance in the gender composition of new hires, especially in comparison to some of the fairly substantial R2 statistics obtained in analyzing the gender composition of all current employees. It is important to note that many institutions, particularly smaller ones, did no hiring in some of the job categories, which reduces both the number of cases for analysis and the variance to be explained.6 In addition, although many of the effects are sizable, they tend to have large standard errors as well. For these reasons, I limit the discussion in the next section to several patterns of relatively strong and stable effects. First, there is a positive link between women's representation in top administrative jobs and the recent hiring of women for tenure-track, nontenure-track, and other professional positions, but the connection does not extend to hiring for tenured positions. Second, institutions with women's studies programs hire proportionally more women for tenure-track and top administrative jobs. Third, researchoriented institutions generally hire proportionally fewer women for nearly all jobs categories, especially tenure-track jobs. Last, public institutions appear more likely to hire women faculty, but only for non-tenure-track positions; for tenure-track and tenured hires, there is an inverse relationship.
DISCUSSION
Limitations
The large array of over 1,500 institutions in the EEO-6 data, a virtually complete census, permitted me to sort out and pinpoint the influence of many organizational conditions that have been linked to gender discrimination. Moreover, the national scope of the data allowed me to examine the simultaneous impact of factors operating at the organizational, metropolitan, and regional levels. Nevertheless, these data and their analysis have important limitations.
First, because the EEO-6 reports aggregate jobs other than faculty into broad employment categories, they are likely to disguise the actual degree of gender segregation. The bureaucratization of administrative, professional, clerical, and other support services in academia creates plentiful opportunities to segregate employees by job titles in the same EEO-6 job categories and perhaps to assign men and women to jobs with different working conditions, opportunities for promotion, and actual authority. Therefore, some, and perhaps much, of the considerable gender segregation that occurs at the level of job titles may have not been detected in my results. However, this potential bias would tend to make the EEO-6 data underestimate, not overestimate, the impact of organizational factors on job segregation.
It is possible that the factors I identified as weak or noninfluential operate much more strongly on job segregation at the level of job titles. Some of the weaker effects, such as the effect of large institutional size, which reduces gender segregation by EEO-6 job categories, may actually reverse in direction, whereas previous studies at the job-title level found an opposite relationship (Bielby and Baron 1984).
Kulis
However, it seems less likely that the stronger influences I uncovered would not operate when the division of labor is broken down more finely. Although I did not pursue another facet of gender segregation-how it is entwined with racial inequities in academia-another article (see Kulis and Shaw, 1996) suggests that gender segregation in postsecondary jobs is much more severe for Whites than for Blacks.
Second, particular caution is required in assessing specific effects in the multivariate analyses. The large number of reporting institutions allowed me to isolate the unique effects of key organizational factors that are typically interrelated and difficult to separate in smaller-scale or case studies. Although my results passed tests for multicollinearity, there are probably clusters of academic institutions in which some of the characteristics (for example, the connections among size, prestige, and research orientation in elite universities) I examined are virtually inseparable.
Third, some of my indicators (formalization, geographically constrained availability of professional employment opportunities, and exposure to competition) are indirect measures of the relevant theoretical constructs. I attempted to narrow the multiple constructs that these indicators may tap by controlling for a range of related factors, but my list is not exhaustive. Although the results are suggestive, they do not constitute definitive tests of the relative power of different theories of the sources of gender inequities in academia or in the workplace in general.
Sex Typing of Postsecondary Jobs
The EEO-6 results show that some sectors of employment are subject to more variation in gender composition than are others. This finding accounts, in part, for the variable role that organizational characteristics play in explaining differences in women's level of representation in different jobs. Clerical and craft work remain almost completely women's work and men's work, respectively, with little institutional variation and sparse organizational effects. Although sex ratios vary more markedly in the remaining job categories, the impact of organizational variables is most pronounced in jobs in which women's representation tends to vary within a fairly narrow range usually tilted toward male dominance: tenured faculty positions. Even under organizational conditions that are the most conducive to women's professional progress, tenured women faculty remain a numerical minority that falls far short of parity.
Importance of Female Constituencies
As explanations for variations in sex ratios and the degree of job segregation, the results also provide some support for each of the models of gender inequities. But gauged by the strength and patterning of effects, there is perhaps more support for the model of institutionalized discrimination than for other explanations. The model not only predicts the concentration of women employees in academia's lower level jobs, but suggests that women's levels of representation will be inversely proportional to the status of the jobs.
The strongest factor in the results is the impact of internal constituencies of women students and administrators. The role of these constituencies in curbing institutionalized discrimination should not be oversimplified.
Unmeasured factors may be responsible for a favorable institutional climate that simultaneously elevates women's presence among students, administrators, faculty, and other workers. It may be tempting to attribute the strong influence of women's representation among students-the best single predictor of their representation among employees-to a special institutional climate in "women' s colleges." But in only 6 percent of the institutions was the student body overwhelmingly composed of women (more than 80 percent female), and the effects were essentially unchanged when these schools were dropped from the regression analyses (results not presented).
To some extent, the findings in schools with majority-female student bodies could reflect a demand for teachers in academic disciplines in which women tend to be better represented, both as undergraduate students and doctoral recipients. But the empirical connection here extends beyond the composition of faculty employees. As more institutions witness their female students becoming a majority, there is likely to be increased pressure to provide women as successful role models in teaching, administrative, and professional staff positions.
In line with evidence that the presence of women executives in academia enhances subsequent appointments of women administrators (Konrad and Pfeffer 1991), I found parallels in their positive impact on women's presence in faculty and other professional jobs. But women administrators' apparent influence is limited and selective. It plays little, if any, role in women's representation in nonprofessional jobs and is much less closely related to women's faculty jobs than to nonfaculty professional jobs. These patterns held when I examined the composition of current employees and of recently hired employees. They may reflect the relative ease with which administrators can influence jobs that are near their own in the administrative hierarchy, rather than those controlled by faculty committees.
The EEO-6 job categories are insufficiently detailed to rule out another possible explanation for the selective influence of women as top administrators: Women administrators may be disproportionately in positions that carry little authority, such as in student affairs and human resources departments. If so, the pattern would be consistent with findings from the private sector that women managers are mainly in lower-level jobs in which they supervise other women and contribute information to decision making that is still dominated by men (Reskin and Ross 1992) .
In contrast with the analyses of existing gender compositions, the data for recently hired employees suggest a more positive long-term impact of women administrators on women's employment on faculties, with proportionally more women hired for entrylevel faculty jobs, especially tenuretrack jobs. Women's ascension to administrative positions may ultimately prove crucial in increasing the level of awareness and commitment to antidiscriminatory employment practices (Reskin and Hartmann 1986) .
Moreover, even with limitations on women's influence, ensuring that women obtain positions in the power structure seems a more certain way to redress gender inequities than do more indirect mechanisms. Internal structural arrangements-size, unionization, and prevalence of tenure-and insulation from competition have a far less consistent or powerful impact in curbing or exacerbating gender inequities. The impact of external constraints on discrimination, as measured by a reliance on federal revenues, suggests that outside pressure can be effective in promoting gender equity in organizations. The findings on public versus private institutions, however, suggest that similar pressures on state colleges and universities yield only minimal compliance. Although there is less job segregation by gender in public institutions, it seems to be accomplished through a tendency to hire women for non-tenuretrack jobs, whereas proportionally fewer women are appointed to tenure-track and tenured positions.
The results are also consistent with the operation of statistical discrimination in research-oriented institutions, which have an appreciably lower representation of women in the types of higher-status jobs in which subjective assessments may be most critical in selecting women: tenured and tenuretrack faculty positions. Women faculty's scarcer presence in research-oriented schools may simply reflect a lag in women's progression through the tenure system, the legacy of women's historical exclusion from research-oriented doctoral programs and employing institutions. But it is telling that women garnered a consistently smaller share of Kulis faculty positions in research-oriented institutions, and the effect was the largest for those hired for tenure-track positions. Barriers to women's representation on research-oriented faculties do not appear to be breaking down readily.
Loosening Geographic Constraints?
The most unexpected and puzzling findings concern the role of ecology in women's postsecondary job opportunities. Institutions that I expected to be favorably located relative to the supply of women professionals-those in big cities, those with many surrounding colleges or universities, and those in areas that produce many new doctorates-draw women into their top administrative ranks much more consistently than they do into their faculties. Perhaps as women have obtained a larger share of doctorates and faculty positions, they have the requisite role models and mentors to avoid, resist, or overcome these geographic constraints more readily than they did 20 years ago. Or perhaps the constraints themselves are weakening as less traditional marital and gender roles take hold.
The greater presence. of women in administrative jobs in certain locations may reflect an adaptation to these constraints as dual-career pressures lead women to seek and accept administrative positions when it is difficult to obtain faculty appointments. Again, it would be useful to know more about the level of hierarchical authority that women attain through these positions.
A more surprising finding was that the impact of geography is more pronounced on women's representation in nonprofessional than in faculty positions, although not in any consistent direction that my models 
